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EXAMINING THE DRUG THREAT ALONG THE
SOUTHWEST BORDER

FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 24, 1999

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE, DRUG PoOLICY,
AND HUMAN RESOURCES,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:37 a.m., in room
2247, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. John Mica (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Mica, Barr, Ros-Lehtinen, Souder,
Hutchinson, Ose, Mink, and Kucinich.

Also present from the House Border Caucus: Representatives
Bilbray, Kolbe, and Reyes.

Staff present: Sharon Pinkerton, staff director and chief counsel,
Gilbert Macklin and Carson Nightwine, professional staff members;
Charley Diaz, congressional fellow; Lisa Wandler, clerk; Cherri
Branson, minority counsel; and Earley Green, minority staff assist-
ant.

Mr. MicA. Good morning. I would like to call this meeting to
order. This morning our Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug
Policy, and Human Resources is going to review some of the prob-
lems relating to our U.S. Southwest border, examining the threat
among our various activities in regard to illegal narcotics control.

I am going to open the subcommittee hearing this morning with
an opening statement. We want to go ahead and get started be-
cause we will have votes this morning, and will be joined by var-
ious Members, and I will recognize them as they come in. But we
do have the Director of our Office of National Drug Control Policy
and other witnesses. I think we have three panels today that we
want to hear from, and so we do want to proceed.

This morning our subcommittee is holding this oversight hearing
to examine our Federal policy to combat the flow of illegal drugs
and illegal aliens across our Southwest border. The importance and
difficulties of this mission are in fact enormous. The Southwest bor-
der is the most active border in the world. It is estimated that al-
most 4 million trucks, 100 million cars, and a quarter billion per-
sons cross the border annually through more than three dozen
entry points.

From a law enforcement perspective, control of the U.S. border
in this area is becoming more and more elusive. Evidence of the
problem mounts every day. We have been told that in 1998 the
U.S. Customs Service alone seized almost 32,000 pounds of cocaine,
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850,000 pounds of marijuana, and 407 pounds of heroin along the
Southwest border. Furthermore, the implementation of NAFTA has
made it easier for drug traffickers and those entering the United
States illegally to use the cover provided by legitimate cross-border
commerce and normal traffic.

It is estimated that up to 70 percent of the cocaine, 50 percent
of the marijuana, and more than 20 percent of the heroin in the
United States now comes across the Southwest border. Eventually,
these drugs end up in our cities, in our schools, businesses, and
homes throughout the United States.

A recent DEA report indicates, “It is now common to find hun-
dreds of traffickers from Mexico, many of them illegal aliens, estab-
lished in communities like Boise, Des Moines, Omaha, Charlotte,
and Kansas City, distributing multi-pound quantities of meth-
amphetamine.”

This border has also become the crossing point for an incredible
amount of methamphetamines that we have found throughout the
United States in various hearings that we have conducted of this
subcommittee.

The correlation between a loose border and human misery in this
country is obvious. With the Southwest border now representing a
major factor in the illegal trafficking of drugs into this country, and
with 14,000 drug-related deaths occurring each year in the United
States, our control of the Southwest border represents a significant
national security threat.

The statistics on drug use, particularly among our young people,
is a constant worry in every American community for every parent,
and for every Member of Congress. Heroin use is continuing to rise
dramatically. Drug overdoses and deaths continue to plague our
metropolitan areas, our suburbs, and our schools. Among our 12th
graders, more than 50 percent of them have tried an illicit drug,
and more than one in every four may be current users.

The statistics, too, as I point out often on the House floor, relat-
ing to heroin production in Mexico, should be a warning sign to ev-
eryone. Once a small producer of heroin, Mexico now is the source
of a much larger percentage of the heroin consumed in the United
States. That heroin then travels across this border into our commu-
nities.

As chairman of this subcommittee and a close observer for dec-
ades of our efforts to combat the scourge of drugs, I am particularly
concerned about our law enforcement strategy and its implementa-
tion along our Southwest border. Congress has poured substantial
moneys into Southwest border initiatives to combat drug traffick-
ing and the entry of illegal aliens across that border.

Today, it is critical that we examine the results of these efforts
and review our plans for the future. Are we making progress, or
are we losing ground? What more should we do? The entry of ille-
gal aliens and the border crossings of drug traffickers must be
stopped.

Since 1993, the Immigration and Naturalization Service budget
has increased from approximately $1.5 billion to nearly $4 billion.
During the same period, INS staff grew from approximately 17,000
to more than 28,000 full-time employees, as of June 1999. Today,
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INS is the largest Federal law enforcement agency in the U.S. Gov-
ernment.

Our subcommittee needs to know how this increase in funding
and staffing has slowed illegal immigration and illegal border
crossings, activities that result in more drugs, more crime, more
negative economic and social impacts on both our States and our
communities.

The Border Patrol has grown from 4,000 to 8,000 agents in 5
years. Where are these agents, and what are they doing? Are they
in the right places and assigned to the right tasks?

We have numerous agencies represented here today involved in
our Southwest border efforts. How effectively do they communicate
and share information? The administration has suggested that a
strong bilateral approach to law enforcement with Mexico is nec-
essary to achieve our mutual interests in controlling our border
and protecting our citizens. What evidence is there that Mexico
today is cooperating fully with our efforts? How many drug cartels
responsible for cross-border trafficking have been dismantled? How
many continue to operate?

Today, we will hear more about what the administration is at-
tempting to do, as well as the efforts of local law enforcement offi-
cials who enforce laws daily along the Southwest border.

Still, we must face certain irrefutable facts: increasing and dra-
matic amounts of illegal narcotics are still coming through this bor-
der from Mexico. They are ending up on American streets. These
drugs, and those who traffic in them, spread and finance gang vio-
lence, destroy young lives, and undermine our communities and the
quality of life.

We have with us today law enforcement representatives from
local, regional, and Federal organizations who will tell us more
about these growing challenges. I am also pleased today that we
have with us a number of my colleagues in Congress, particularly
those who have worked with the Congressional Border Caucus,
who, are committed to addressing these challenges and threats. I
welcome their continued efforts and support in this area, and I also
welcome their participation in this hearing.

Earlier this year, the ranking member and I led a delegation to
the Southwest border of the United States. We did see in February,
firsthand, some of the challenges that we face. I can assure you
that we do have some major problems. Also, in a hearing and meet-
ings that we conducted there, we also heard of disorganization, lack
of cooperation, and a general disarray of our U.S. agency activities
to bring our borders and, again, drug trafficking under control.

We believe that we must move immediately to address these
problems more effectively. This is not a partisan issue. This is not
a Republican or Democrat issue. This is an issue that faces our
Congress very squarely as a challenge we must meet together.

I must say that I am pleased with the announcement 2 days ago
just before this hearing that a major drug bust was conducted
along the Southwest border. I believe this operation was called
“Operation Impunity.” Still, it appears that such busts should be
a matter of routine if we are to fulfill our border control respon-
sibilities.
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I must ask our witnesses: Are we going to see more of these en-
forcement activities, and how soon? We strongly support these ef-
forts, and we want them to continue.

The protection of our citizens, the enforcement of our immigra-
tion laws and policies, and putting a halt to border trafficking in
illegal narcotics, and the protection of our territorial sovereignty
are among the issues that we will discuss today. I look forward to
hearing from our witnesses, as we seek a better understanding of
our border control efforts and the national priority that it must
represent.

I am pleased now to recognize our ranking member, the
gentlelady from Hawaii, Mrs. Mink.

[The prepared statement of Hon. John L. Mica follows:]
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A recent DEA report indicates that: “It is common now to find hundreds of
traffickers from Mexico, many of them illegal aliens, established in communities like
Boise, Des Moines, Omaha, Charlotte, and Kansas City, distributing multi-pound
quantities of methamphetamine.”

The correlation between a loose border and human misery in this country is
obvious. With the Southwest border now representing a major factor in the illegal
trafficking of drugs into this country, and with 14,000 drug-related deaths occurring each
year in the United States, our control of the Southwest border represents a significant :
national security threat.

The statistics on drug use, particularly among our young people, is a constant
worry for every American community and for every member of Congress. Heroin use is
rising dramatically. Drug overdoses and deaths continue to plague our metropolitan areas,
our suburbs and our schools. Among our 12th graders, more than 50% of them having
tried an illicit drug and more than one in four may be current users.

As Chairman of this Subcommittee and close observer for decades of our efforts
to combat the scourge of drugs, I am particularly concerned about our law enforcement
strategy and its implementation along our Southwest border.

Congress has poured substantial monies into Southwest Border initiatives to
combat drug trafficking and the entry of illegal aliens. Today, it is critical that we
examine the results of these efforts and our plans for the future. Are we making progress
or losing ground? What more should we do?

The entry of illegal aliens and the border crossings of drug traffickers must be
stopped. Since 1993, the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) budget has
increased from approximatety $1.5 billion to nearly $4 billion. During the same period,
INS staff grew from approximately 17,000 to more than 28,000 full-time employees (as
of June 1999).

Today, INS is the largest federal law enforcement agency in the United States
Govermnment. Our Subcommittee needs to know how this increase in funding and staffing
has slowed illegal immigration and illegal border crossings -- activities that result in more
drugs, more crime and more negative economic and social impacts in our States and
communities.

The Border Patrol has grown from 4,000 to 8,000 agents in five years. Where are
these agents and what are they doing? Are they in the right places and assigned to the
right tasks?

We have numerous agencies represented here today involved in the Southwest
border. How effectively do they communicate and share information?
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The Administration has suggested that a strong bilateral approach to law
enforcement with Mexico is necessary to achieving our mutual interest in controlling our
border and protecting our citizens. What evidence is there that Mexico is cooperating
fully with our efforts? How many drug cartels responsible for cross-border trafficking
have been dismantled? How many continue to operate?

Today we will hear more about what the Administration is attempting to do, as
well as the efforts of local law enforcement officials who enforce laws daily along the
southwest border.

Still, we must face certain irrefutable facts: increasing amounts of illegal drugs,
coming from or through Mexico, are ending up on American streets. These drugs and
those who traffic in them spread and finance gang violence, destroy young lives, and
undermine our communities and quality of life.

‘We have with us today law enforcement representatives from local, regional, and
Federal organizations who will tell us more about these growing challenges. I also am
very pleased that we have with us today a number of my colleagues in Congress,
particularly those working with the Congressional Border caucus, who are committed to
addressing this terrible threat. I welcome their continued efforts in this area and
participation in this hearing.

I led a congressional delegation to the Southwest border this past February and
saw first-hand some of the challenges we face. I can assure you, we do have a major
problem, and we must move immediately to address it more effectively.

I must say that I am pleased with the announcement two days before this hearing
of a major drug bust along the Southwest border --"Operation Impunity.” Still, it appears
that such busts should be a matter of routine if we are to fulfill our border control
responsibilities. I must ask our witnesses, are we going to see more of these busts? How
soon?

The protection of our citizens, the enforcement of our immigration laws and
policies, putting a halt to border trafficking of illegal drugs, and the protection of
territorial sovereignty are among the issues we will discuss today.

I look forward to hearing from our witnesses as we seek a better understanding of
our border control efforts and the national priority it represents.
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Mrs. MINK. I thank the chairman for convening this hearing. As
he indicated, several of us traveled the early part of this year on
an extensive investigation and inquiry as to not only the trafficking
of these drugs across the border, but the extent to which we are
really exerting the maximum energies, expertise, and technology in
interdicting the drugs that are coming across the border.

And as we indicated at the time that we made the stopover at
the border, we were going to continue to investigate this matter.
So I welcome the convening of this hearing today, and I look for-
ward to the testimony of the witnesses that have been called to tes-
tify. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MicA. I am also pleased to recognize for any opening com-
ment Mr. Reyes, the gentleman from El Paso, TX, also a member
of the Armed Services and Veterans Affairs Committees, and active
in these Southwest border issues. Mr. Reyes, you are recognized.

Mr. REYES. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. And I, too,
would like to echo my colleague’s appreciation for calling this hear-
ing; and more than that, for calling attention to a very serious
issue that affects not just border communities, but our whole coun-
try.

I also want to commend you for the diversity of the witnesses
this morning. And as you may or may not know, I spent 26%%
years, prior to coming to Congress, as a border patrol agent, the
last 13 as a chief, both in south Texas and in El Paso. I am pleased
to see a number of my former colleagues that are going to be offer-
ing testimony here this morning.

So I think this is certainly a step in the right direction. There
are a lot of things that we need to focus in on to help our various
law enforcement agencies, among the local, the State, and the Fed-
eral level, to work together, to coordinate, and ultimately, to make
the streets of America safer. So I appreciate this opportunity, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. MicA. Thank you. And thank you again for joining us this
morning.

I am pleased now to turn to our panels. We have our first panel
of one individual who is key to this entire effort, who probably has
the most difficult responsibility of anyone in this administration for
any assignment, and that is trying to bring together our national
effort on drug control policy.

He has done an outstanding job in trying to pull together various
activities that are so crucial. Among them, of course, is trying to
bring our agencies and the local governments, States, and other ef-
forts together into some coherent effort to bring drug trafficking
and the borders under control. So we are pleased to welcome the
Director of the Office of National Drug Control Policy, General
Barry McCaffrey, back to our subcommittee.

General, as you know, this is an investigations and oversight
subcommittee. If you would, please stand and be sworn.

[Witness sworn.]

Mr. MicA. Thank you, and welcome back, General. We are
pleased to recognize you for your statements in regard to this issue
before the subcommittee.
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STATEMENT OF BARRY R. McCAFFREY, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF
NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL POLICY

General MCCAFFREY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Representative
Mink and Congressman Silvestre Reyes who has been a tremen-
dous leader and example and a source of wisdom on this issue.

We have welcomed the chance to appear before Congress to dis-
cuss the Southwest border. It has generated a very useful review
of “Where are we?” I think the subsequent panels will, obviously,
flesh out our view. What I will offer, if I may, is a few short min-
utes of formal remarks: First of all, I would like to place in the
record our written statement. Mr. Pancho Kinney from my office
has pulled together throughout the administration, from law en-
forcement, from the State Department, from the Department of De-
finse, our best views on the current state of affairs. So I offer
those.

Mr. MicA. Without objection, the entire statement will be made
part of the record.

General MCCAFFREY. Also, Mr. Chairman, I have asked my
staff—particularly Mr. Joe Peters, who is our Acting Director of
State and Local Affairs—to go through our own organizational con-
cepts and offer for you and your staff and your committee members
the organizing documents that we have in play.

First of all, you have in your packet the aspects of the “strategy”
which we submitted for congressional consideration in 1999 that
relate to the Southwest border. That is what we are trying to do,
what we wrote in the strategy.

I have also extracted from the “Performance Measures of Effec-

tiveness” how we say we are going to assess how well we are doing.
And so these PMEs, which are really only a “C-minus” state of exe-
cution right now, will be the organizing way in which I try and
monitor the compliance of my Federal partners with this “strat-
egy.”
You also have in your packet the “threat assessment.” As you
know, Dennis Usrey, our Southwest border HIDTA Director, is
here. This is local, State, and Federal law enforcement’s viewpoint
along the five Southwest border HIDTAs on the threat they face.
We are going to be updating this this coming winter, but this is
now the picture we see of where these criminal organizations are
trying to penetrate the Southwest border.

Two documents I think—first of all, they are a compliment to the
Congress—come from my own Center for Technology Assessment.
I have one document, “Southwest Border Technology Interest
Areas,” and the other one, “The Counter Drug Technology Transfer
Program.”

Congress has put a significant amount of money into this effort—
I would argue, not yet enough—in which we are trying to give local
and State law enforcement throughout the United States in this
case, I will address the Southwest border some of the tools that
they can use to more effectively protect the American people. I
think it is a well regarded program, and one you may wish to ques-
tion your later witnesses about.

Two final documents, if I may: One is an attempt to capture in
a snapshot form Mexican achievements in the counter-narcotics
arena. And we have just given you some insights into where we are
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now. Of course, we have a formal assessment we will have com-
pleted by February 2000, but this gives you an update from my last
written input to your committee.

The final document is “Counter Drug Intelligence Architecture
Review.” The Congress asked me in the law to look at the connec-
tion between U.S. intelligence collection and support for law en-
forcement on the drug issue. This has been a brutally painful and
extended debate inside the administration.

There is a thicket of U.S. laws that we had to take into account
as we went about this analysis. They are sort of obvious. You do
not want to take your foreign intelligence collection system and
jeopardize it by putting in play sources and methods in a Federal
court hearing that might betray a program that cost us millions of
dollars and years to develop. And conversely, you cannot afford to
have your intelligence system in any way violating U.S. Federal
protection of privacy of U.S. citizens.

But we have completed this process. The Attorney General, the
CIA Director, and I have agreed on the outcome. All other Federal
actors took part in it. We are going to now try and set up a sen-
sible, three-tier way of dealing with the intelligence support re-
sponsibility we have to local and State law enforcement in particu-
lar. And I would argue that currently it is completely inadequate.
We have the best intelligence system in the world; but at the end
of tﬁle day, it does not connect effectively to law enforcement lead-
ership.

Let me, if I may, Mr. Chairman, just take note of some of the
witnesses who are in the room, as well as others who are listening.
We welcome the presence today of Samuel Martinez, who is the ex-
ecutive committee member of the Hispanic-American Police Com-
manders Association. Second, Mr. Al Zapanta, President and CEO
of the United States-Mexico Chamber of Commerce, who has been
an enormous help to me throughout the last several years.

And finally, Mr. Jim Polly, director of government affairs, the
National District Attorneys Association.

And I mention him in particular, because it is obvious to most
of us who have studied this issue that we have a responsibility to
have a balanced system approach to the border. And where we put
resources in one area—for example, the Border Patrol—but we do
not have a corresponding support mechanism to ensure that local
prosecuting attorneys and local law enforcement have the resources
they need, we will break the system. And so we very much welcome
the involvement of the National Sheriffs Association, the National
District Attorneys, and others.

My staff also had an extended meeting yesterday, and I had an
excellent session this morning, with representatives from all five of
our Southwest border HIDTAs. I would argue this is one of the best
programs that Congress has put together and then supported fi-
nancially in the last several years.

As you know, when we started this program in 1992, there were
five total HIDTAs. Now there are 31. You have given me the re-
sources we need to provide modest but effective support to these ef-
forts. So this morning I had a meeting with the supervisor, David
Torres, of the California Bureau of Narcotics Enforcement; Lieuten-
ant Jim Burns, from the California Sheriff’s Office, Imperial Coun-
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ty; New Mexico HIDTA Sheriff John Lee, sheriff of Otero County,
who I found enormously helpful in developing my own thinking.
You have appearing as a witness Director Dennis Usrey, who pos-
sesses great experience. He is our director of the entire Southwest
border HIDTA effort. And Lieutenant Raul Rodriguez, who will
also be one of your witnesses, is a metro task force commander out
of Nogales, AZ. He has done this his entire adult life, and knows
what he is talking about when it comes to the support he expects
to see.

Finally, again, we are grateful for the National Guard Bureau
support across the entire Southwest border, and Colonel John
Mosby, director of NGB Counterdrug Programs, was also part of
my preparation for this hearing.

Let me, if I may, start again by taking into account the “National
Drug Strategy.” You have increased funding for the “strategy” in
4 budget years, from $13.5 billion to $17.8 billion. And a lot of
that—thankfully—a 55 percent increase went into prevention and
education. The heart of this “strategy,” clearly, is goal No. 1: How
do we minimize the number of American adolescents who are ex-
posed to gateway drug-taking behavior?

You have given us a 26 percent increase in funding in 4 years
for goal No.’s 2 and 3, relating to dealing with the 6 percent of us,
the 13 million Americans, who are abusing drugs; and in particu-
lar, the 4 million of us who are chronically addicted.

In today’s hearing you are asking me to focus in on goal No. 4:
How do we more effectively shield America’s air, land, and sea
frontiers from the drug threat? And clearly, the biggest threat to
our defense against illegal narcotics still comes across this enor-
mous Southwest border, the biggest open border on the face of the
Earth.

Now, let me give you the bottom line. Mr. Chairman, in 1997, I
reported to the President, “Our current interdiction efforts almost
completely failed to achieve our purpose of reducing the flow of co-
caine, heroin, and methamphetamines across the border.” I went on
to argue, “We need to shift from a manpower, physical inspection
approach to one that is intelligence driven and that employs emerg-
ing technologies to conduct non-intrusive searches.”

My fundamental assessment has not changed. I believe we are
moving in the right direction. The resources you have given us are
being gainfully employed. The manpower is beginning to take ef-
fect. But we have not yet achieved our purpose of significantly re-
ducing the flow of cocaine, heroin, and methamphetamines across
the border.

As you mentioned, it remains a principal threat. Some 55 percent
of the drugs in the United States pass through the Central Amer-
ican-Mexico corridor, and then across the United States, generally
speaking, by land, although some of it by air.

Clearly, we have an enormous problem, and I have a little chart
that gives you a snapshot of it. We have a huge effort. This is a
$2 billion program, 11,000 Federal officers. It is largely an open
border; 1 percent of it is fenced. Much of it is water that is easily
crossed. A lot of it is remote, rugged land area which is barely
marked.
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There are innumerable places where you can drive unimpeded
across that border with four-wheel-drive vehicles. And we are fac-
ing people who have been smuggling across that border literally for
generations, and who know the terrain and are willing to employ
violence to achieve their purpose. So that is the challenge as we
look at it.

We also note, favorably, the 100 million Mexicans to our south,
are our second-largest trading partner on the face of the Earth. So
we are trying to sort out criminal activity from among 278 million
people crossing that border a year, 86 million cars, 4 million trucks
and rail cars. That is the challenge that is summarized on this
chart.

Now, how are we doing? I would say, if you look back over the
last 4 years in which I have been studying the issue: Not very well.
When you look at inspection of trucks and rail cars, which is essen-
tially where a lot of this illegal cargo is concealed, if you try and
get at it with physical searches, with downloading 18-wheelers of
frozen food cargo, of drilling holes in the wall, of inspecting it
manually, of looking for other intelligence tips and then trying to
pull aside the right vehicle out of these millions of POVs and rail
cars: It simply will not work. In 1997, six truck or rail cars found
with cocaine; in 1996, 16. There is just no reason why brute force
will solve the problem.

We do believe that the technology—and I am going to talk about
this—that you have deployed to the border will change the shape
of the smuggling envelope. So I think that and the intelligence pro-
gram, which are moving ahead, are going to make this a quite dif-
ferent viewpoint from the criminal organization effective in the
coming years.

Now, if you will, let me also note that Congress recognized the
problem 2 years ago. You instructed me in the 1999 Omnises Ap-
propriations Act to study the problem, along with the Secretary of
the Treasury and the Attorney General; a review to include consid-
eration of all Federal agencies’ coordination with State and local
law enforcement agencies, and to report back to you. We are going
to comply with that law.

I have tasked the Interdiction Committee, which is chaired by
Mr. Ray Kelly, the Customs Director—who I would argue is one of
the best cops we have had in this country—to put together a com-
prehensive assessment of counterdrug efforts along the Southwest
border, and present for inter-agency consideration an operational
concept, a force structure, and a coordination mechanism that will
address the issue.

Let me also tell you that we are aware that you have given us
significantly enhanced resources. Just taking snapshots of what
has happened in the last 4 years: You have upped the Customs
budget for Southwest border programs by 72 percent. You have in-
creased DEA special agents that we have been able to assign down
there by a third. You have increased INS agents since fiscal year
1993 by more than 100 percent. We have doubled. The DOD drug
control budget for the Southwest border has gone up 53 percent.
The number of U.S. attorneys has gone up by 80 percent. So the
manpower is starting to come online to get a handle on this prob-
lem.
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I would argue, even more importantly, you have given us non-
intrusive inspection technologies. And a lot of this material is new.
It has only been down there in the last year or two. Until it is at
all 39 border crossings, we are not going to have presented a wall
of resistance to drug smuggling. But you do have eight fixed truck
x-ray sites, and two mobile truck sites, and one fixed gamma-ray
inspection system now deployed.

There are other efforts that we are now undergoing. And by the
way, let me, if I may, quickly put in context that although Mexico
is where the drugs, 55 percent of them, we say cross our frontier,
that is not where a lot of it starts. If you want to find the center
of gravity of the drug problem, it is Colombia, as you so well
brought out in the last hearing we had here.

Eighty percent of the cocaine that enters America originated in,
or transited through, Colombia. Probably, 70 percent or so of the
heroin that we seized—and I underscore “seized”—originated in Co-
lombia. And a good bit of the rest of it in Mexico, especially in the
western half of the United States.

I underscore seizures because I think the percentage is that high
because of good police work by the DEA and Customs in particular,
and the Coast Guard, because it represents that higher proportion
of the total heroin use. But they have focused on it.

There is the picture that evolves. The Defense Intelligence Agen-
cy does the cocaine flow analysis for us. I believe we now know
what we are talking about, as we watch the movement of cocaine
and heroin from the production area, through the transit area, into
the arrival area. That picture is updated formally every 6 months.

Here is where we seized the drugs, and we get a lot of it. We
should never disregard the impact of moving out of public con-
sumption, literally, hundreds of tons of drugs: methamphetamines,
heroin, marijuana, et cetera. Here is where it comes in. The South-
west border, as you are looking at it, accounts for half the drug sei-
zures we make with Federal authorities.

A huge problem: What is the most dangerous drug problem in
America? It is an American adolescent, probably in the 7th grade
through about the 10th grade, who is involved in heavy use of
marijuana, alcohol, and other drugs, inhalants, heroin, et cetera.
We should not disregard the enormous destructive impact of sig-
nificant use rates of cannabinoids in our society, and it is coming
across the Southwest border. Some of it does not originate there.
It comes out of Colombia or elsewhere; but it is crossing the border
in record amounts. When you look at the seizure rates, it is almost
unbelievable.

Methamphetamines: Arguably, the most destructive drug that we
have ever seen in America. It started as a sort of a niche market,
West Coast biker drug. It is now all across the country. It is a huge
problem, obviously, in the Western States. It is now probably the
major drug problem in the central part of America and it has hit
the East Coast. It is all over Georgia and other places.

It is tremendously addictive and destructive of human develop-
ment. It creates people who are extremely dangerous, in particular
to law enforcement authorities. And unfortunately, it can be manu-
factured easily. The recipe is on the Internet. The compounds are
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available in many pharmaceutical houses, and it is being manufac-
tured all over the United States.

Literally, 2,000-some-odd cooking operations were taken down in
the last 18 months. Now, a lot of these are “Beavis and Butthead
labs”: a few grams, people cooking for their own use, for their
friends. But it is an enormously destructive drug, not only to the
individual using it, but to the family that is associated with its use
or cooking, and to law enforcement authorities, and to the ecology.

And there are two major methamphetamine producing locations
on the face of the Earth. One is Mexico; the other is California. It
is also, of course, throughout the Midwest. And now it is showing
up in Georgia and other places. That is where the seizures are.

Then heroin, finally: Although seizures are constant, that is more
a reflection of the cunning of these criminal organizations, with
this enormously valuable cargo. Heroin availability in the United
States has never been greater. Purity has never been higher. The
price is low, and American adolescents are unaware of the addict-
ive and destructive potential of heroin, even when snorted or in-
gested.

A lot of our youngsters think that if you are not injecting it, it
could not be all that dangerous—And correspondingly, we have
seen in your district among others, an enormous death rate among
American kids from this very potent form of heroin.

Finally, let me mention that we do have a series of initiatives
that we are now working in the inter-agency process. There has
been some first-rate cooperation, particularly Donnie Marshall and
DEA, the INS team along the border, Ray Kelly in Customs, and
others, and all the law enforcement agencies involved.

The HIDTA program, which Dennis Usrey will talk to you about,
has been a great payoff. I would make one point, if I may, Mr.
Chairman. These five Southwest border HIDTAs tend to be in
areas with extremely low population density. A lot of Americans do
not live there. So a local sheriff’s department or police department
has modest resources at their disposal.

As we find a major threat to the entire 270 million of us develop-
ing along the border, I would argue we need to provide Federal re-
sources to back up these local and State authorities, because they
are acting on behalf of all of us as a law enforcement shield on that
border. And they are simply being overwhelmed.

When I say that, I do not mean just the sheriff’s department. I
also mean the prosecutor, the local detention facilities, et cetera.
Our prosecutorial guidelines now, with this level of drug smug-
gling, have gone up to the point where, literally, at 500 pounds of
marijuana and below this is a “Turn it over to State and local au-
thorities” situation. We are going to have to provide them meaning-
ful levels of support. I am going to ask Congress to seriously con-
sider substantial increases in funding for the five Southwest border
HIDTAs.

Bullet No. 2, the Border Coordination Initiative, you will learn
more about this by talking to Treasury and Justice representatives.
The BCI initiative is an attempt to get 23 Federal agencies and
four major departments of government to operate more coherently
at the border. It took two of those departments, Treasury and Jus-
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tice, and gave them coequal coordinators and a plan to manage
their affairs at the 24 ports of entry.

I applaud the initiative. I think it is going to be extremely help-
ful. But I must be unequivocal in saying it is an inadequate ap-
proach to providing a coherent Federal management response, in
my judgment, either at the POEs, in the four border States, or
across the border in general.

One of the major failures is it still does not give local and State
law enforcement a single point of contact in their sector that they
can go to and expect to get intelligence support and operational re-
sponses. And I think, if you talk to local law enforcement, which
I do up and down that border continuously, they feel our efforts in
support of their very courageous defense of their own counties is
inadequate.

Now, that even includes things like intelligence. We have the
best intelligence in the world now coming online at EPIC, the El
Paso Intelligence Center. But it does not connect reliably to sheriffs
and police chiefs along that 2,000-mile border.

No. 3, the Port and Border Security Initiative: That is up, and
moving forward. I think it is going to have a big payoff. The bottom
line is, use technology cued into intelligence, and you will find the
drugs. There are some spectacular successes, particularly at the
Miami port of entry; New York; Eagle Pass, TX; El Paso—some
really excellent work going on.

We have talked about harnessing technology. I think Congress is
giving us the tools to do our job now.

Drug control cooperation with Mexico: It is going to be a chal-
lenge; there is no question. I have included in your packet the
“U.S.-Mexico Drug Cooperation Strategy.” We are working closely
with Attorney General Madrazo, with Minister Cervantes. There
are extraditions taking place. There have been nine this year for
murder, drug related crimes, et cetera. They are trying to create
a new counterdrug police agency. They have put their own efforts
into a vetting system, so that their agents are polygraphed, drug
tested, and financially over-watched.

But having said that, it is clear to all of us that this is a
generational effort for Mexico to create law enforcement agencies
and a criminal justice system that is responsive to their own needs.
They are doing a lot better, when you talk to these law enforce-
ment officers, in cooperating with U.S. authorities on murder, or
cross-border car theft. But when it comes to drugs, the money and
violence associated with drugs is so intense that it provides a spe-
cial limitation on our ability to work across that border.

The counterdrug architecture, bullet No. 6, refers to intelligence
coordination inside U.S. ranks. I think we are moving in the right
direction. We have some more work to do, but I think now, between
Director Tenent, Attorney General Reno, and I, we do have a
scheme to move forward and be more responsive to our law enforce-
ment counterparts.

Finally, I think we ought to expect a lot out of public-private
partnership. At the end of the day, we encourage the cross-border
economic traffic. So you can have trusted travelers, trusted cor-
porations, who invest in their own counterdrug programs at the
factory site: that the inspection process is understood to take into
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account not just crossing the border, but from the time that truck
is loaded in Mexico, all the way to its delivery point; and that you
have technology now that will allow these vehicles to cross the bor-
der with machine-read license plates, with registered drivers; and
where the corporation puts at risk this very good economic oppor-
tunity if they are caught not searching out and preventing drug
smuggling. I think we are going to see a lot come out of this in the
future, where business will be asked to pay for the enhanced eco-
nomic cross-border activity.

Finally, this is just a summary of some of the inspection systems
that are going into place. I think they are beginning to pay off. But
again, what the drug criminal organizations are doing is reading
the battlefield with enormous effectiveness. When we do something
that does not work, they ignore us. When we do something that
does work, they adapt. And what they are doing now is going
around the systems we are putting into place. That does not mean
they are not working; they are. But it does mean that there will
have to be a seamless web, not based on raw manpower, but on in-
telligence and technology up and down this border.

There are some holes in this entire system. We still, in my view,
have inadequate support to some sub-elements of the system. One
of them is the U.S. Marshals Service. They are handling enor-
mously increased requirements now based on drug smuggling, and
I do not believe they have the manpower or the Federal transfer
centers to support this Southwest border effort. We are going to
have to think very carefully about that.

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for the opportunity to ap-
pear before your committee, and I look forward to answering your
questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. McCaffrey follows:]
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Statement by Barry R. McCaffrey
Director, Office of National Drug Control Policy
Before the House Committee on Government Reform,
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and Human Resources

The Drug Threat along the Southwest Border
September 24, 1999

All of us in the Office of National Drug Control Policy thank the Committee for the
opportunity to testify today about the drug threat along the Southwest border (SWB). Chairman
Mica, Representative Mink, distinguished members of the subcommittee, your interest in all
aspects of drug control policy and your commitment to bipartisan support of the National Drug
Control Strategy’s important fourth goal - Shield America’s air, land, and sea frontiers from the
drug threat - are much appreciated.

More effective drug-control operations along the vulnerable SWB are essential to decreasing
the incidence of illegal drug use throughout the United States. Although the SWB is where most
of the drugs cross into the United States, their ultimate destination is the heartland of America,
the cities, suburbs, and rural communities across the country where the drugs are retailed in local
markets. By curtailing the flow across the SWB, we in fact decrease the prevalence of drugs
throughout the United States and greatly reduce the corruption and violence that threaten
communities on both sides of the border.

In August 1997, an ONDCP assessment of drug control challenges along the SWB
concluded: “... much remains to be done. For example, added inspection resources have not
increased our ability to adequately screen trucks. Last year about 900,000 (about a quarter of
the total) U.S.-bound trucks were subjected to drug control inspections. Cocaine was found in
Jjust sixteen. Our current interdiction efforts almost completely fail to achieve our purpose of
reducing the flow of cocaine, heroin, and methamphetamines across the border. We need to
shift from a manpower/physical inspection approach to one that is intelligence-driven and that
employs emerging technologies to conduct non-intrusive searches.” This statement will
highlight what we’ve accomplished in the past two years and the programs/initiatives in place.

Congress’ interest in better-coordinated drug-control efforts along our borders was
articulated in Public Law 105-277 (Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency Supplemental
Appropriations Act, 1999). Section 629 (1) states “...the Director of the Office of National Drug
Control Policy, The Secretary of Treasury, and the Attorney General shall conduct a joint review
of Federal efforts and submit to the appropriate congressional committees, including the
Committees on Appropriations, a plan to improve coordination among the Federal agencies with
responsibility to protect the borders against drug trafficking. The review shall also include
consideration of Federal agencies’ coordination with State and local law enforcement agencies.”
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Part I of this testimony outlines drug-control problems along the Southwest border
(SWB). Part II presents ideas for improved coordination among federal, state, and local law
enforcement agencies along the SWB. Part III summarizes initiatives to make it increasingly
difficult for illegal drugs to flow through Mexico to the United States.

PART I - Drug-Control Problems along the Southwest Border
e The Environment:

(1) The Southwest Border is the major entry route for illegal drugs. The majority of the
cocaine on our streets and large quantities of heroin, marijuana, and methamphetamine
sold in the United States come across the SWB. These drugs enter by all modes of
conveyance for eventual distribution throughout the United States. They come through
ports of entry by car, truck, train, and pedestrian border-crossers. They come across the
open desert in armed pack trains as well as on the backs of human “miules.” They are
tossed over border fences from urban locale to urban locale, then speeded away
surreptitiously by foot and vehicle. Planes and boats find gaps in U.S./Mexican coverage
and position drugs close to the Southwest Border for eventual transfer to the United
States. Small boats in the Guif of Mexico and the eastern Pacific also seek to outflank
U.S. interdiction efforts and deliver drugs directly to the United States. Finally,
traffickers will seek to exploit incidences of corruption in U.S. local, state and Federal
border agencies to route illegal drugs and other contraband between our two nations.
However, it is a tribute to the vast majority of U.S. Federal, state, and local officials
dedicated to the anti-drug effort that their service is overwhelmingly characterized by
dedication, integrity, courage and respect for human rights.

1999 Trafficking Trends. During the first half of 1999, the Southwest Border continued
to be the primary route through which cocaine was smuggled into the United States.
Approximately 55 percent of the cocaine coming from source countries is estimated to
pass through the Central America/Mexico and then into the U.S. across the SW Border.
This is about the same as for the past three years. About 19 metric tons (MTs) of cocaine
were seized along the U.S.-Mexico border during the first half of 1999 -- an increase of
about 50 percent over the previous six months. A large portion (about 9 MTs) of the
cocaine was seized in South Texas. Smuggling through ports of entry continued to be the
primary route, but there has been an increase in the amount of cocaine seized between the
ports of entry, particularly in South Texas.

Traffickers continue to use all forms of transportation (private automobiles, commercial
trucks, and to a much lesser extent, rail) to smuggle through the ports of entry. The
amount of commercial cargo crossing the border continues to increase, creating an
increased vulnerability for law enforcement/inspections. During the first half of 1999,
there was an increase in the amount of cocaine seized from trucks/commercial cargo at
the ports of entry. In earlier periods, most of the seizures from trucks/ commercial cargo
occurred at the Border patrol checkpoints or along highways in the vicinity of the SW
border.
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Cocaine seizures in Mexico will probably be higher in 1999 than in 1998 due primarily to
two major multi-ton (about 7 and 9 MTs) that were carried out by the Mexican navy
(supported by the U.S.) off the west coast of Mexico. These seizures are a strong
indicator that significant amounts of cocaine continue to find their way to Mexico for
further shipment to the United States.

(2) Challenges posed by SWB. Drug traffickers exploit extensive legitimate commerce and
traffic at the busiest border in the world. In 1998, 278 million people, 86 million cars,
and four million trucks and rail cars entered the United States from Mexico through
thirty-nine crossings and twenty-four ports of entry (POEs). Indeed, most of the more
than one hundred billion dollars of trade that makes Mexico our 2d-largest trading partner
crosses the SWB. Illegal drugs comprise but a tiny fraction of this commerce, but cause a
disproportionate amount of damage to both countries.

Rapidly growing commerce between the United States and Mexico will further
complicate our efforts to keep drugs out of cross-border traffic. Since the Southwest
border is presently the most porous part of the nation’s borders, it is there that we must
mount a determined coordinated effort to stop the flow of drugs. At the same time, we
cannot concentrate resources along the Southwest border at the expense of other
vulnerable border regions. Traffickers follow the path of least resistance and will funnel
the flow of drugs to less defended areas.

In addition to those people who lawfully cross the border, countless other people
cross the border illegally, many carrying unlawful drugs or other contraband. Traffickers
exploit the border’s length (3,326 kilometers), remoteness, ruggedness, and diversity.
The diverse terrain includes: urban sprawl that straddles both sides of the international
border; hostile, remote, and vast deserts; easily passable terrain (like the Rio Grande);
vulnerable air space; and exploitable maritime routes. Multiple jurisdictions on both
sides of the international border exacerbated by the presence of four major urban
complexes further complicate organized, coherent efforts to control the border. The
centuries-old tradition of smuggling and illegal migration feeds this region’s porosity to
illegal drugs.

(3) The Southwest Border is more an area of confluence than a line of demarcation. The
political boundary between two sovereign and democratic nations should not be a barrier
to open, cooperative, and mutually beneficial relations between two peoples. The
Southwest Border holds every opportunity for a rich and prosperous confluence of two
energetic and symbiotic cultures. Both Mexico and the United States can draw from the
other to better both nations’ way of life.

The essential principle — which must be shared on both sides - is the rule of law.
Both peoples insist on it; both peoples deserve it. Furthermore, since the majority of law
derives from national choice — as opposed to international agreement — we must preserve
due respect for the sovereignty of nations. A sovereign nation must determine and
control under what conditions people and goods may enter into the territory under its
authority.
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The border between the United States and Mexico is unique. Our two nations share
core values that include love of country, strength of family, respect for the law, and a
willingness to work hard in order to procure a decent and dignified livelihood. There is
1o room within our shared values for the corruption and ruin that comes with the illegal
drug trade.

Evolution of the Drug Problem. Drug traffickers, along with smugglers in general, have
long seen the Southwest Border as a natural entry point to the United States because of the
relative ease with which the movement of contraband from nation to nation can occur.

(1) Cocaine. When the cocaine epidemic surged in the 1970s, the preferred route for
trafficking cocaine was from Colombia through the western Caribbean. Traffickers used
to fly twin-engine civil aviation aircraft from Colombia to small islands in the Bahamas
and then airdrop drugs into either Florida or our coastal waters for subsequent pick-up by
fast boats. Their success was predicated on the “big sky” or “big ocean” theory and on
our inadequate detection and monitoring capabilities. In response to this challenge,
United States drug-control program agencies substantially increased personnel assigned
to the border region and developed extensive detection and monitoring capabilities to sort
legitimate air and maritime traffic from illicit drug traffic. As our interdiction
organizations and strategies became more effective, drug traffickers changed their routes
and modes of transportation in response. Mexico and the Southwest Border became the
principal route for cocaine.

Land conveyances, including tractor-trailers, cars, recreation vehicles, and trains,
crossing at Southwest Border ports of entry are the primary means used to smuggle
cocaine into the United States from Mexico. Cocaine is also carried across the U.S. -
Mexican border by foot, by backpackers and by animal caravans as well as over and
under the border by air and by tunnel. Transnational trafficking organizations employ
high-technology equipment including night-vision goggles and radios with scramblers, as
well as military hardware such as assault rifles, and bulletproof vests. These criminal
groups also use scouts with radios and scanners tuned to police frequencies to monitor
drug law enforcement activities along the border.

Cocaine trafficking organizations operating from Colombia employ groups based in
Mexico to smuggle a significant proportion of the cocaine supplied by the drug cartels
across the SWB. These groups are typically made up of polydrug traffickers with
extensive experience in smuggling drugs across the SWB. Frequently, the groups receive
a percentage (up to 50 percent) of the cocaine shipments in exchange for their services.
This has enabled them to become wholesale sources of supply for cocaine available in
many western and mid-western U.S. cities such as Chicago, Denver, and Detroit.

(2) Heroin. Since the late 1970s, heroin produced in Mexico has been readily available in
the United States, primarily in the West. Heroin trafficking in Mexico is controlled by
transnational heroin trafficking groups operating between Mexico and the United States.
These organizations control the cultivation, production, smuggling, and distribution of
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the drug. Heroin produced in Mexico - ¢ither in black tar, or brown powder form - is the
predominant type of heroin available in the western half of the United States.

Most of the heroin produced in Mexico is destined for the U.S. market. Black tar and
brown heroin are produced by traffickers operating from Mexico and sold by
transnational networks operating within both countries. These trafficking organizations
have been involved in smuggling heroin, cocaine, and marijuana for decades. In
addition, these transnational organizations take full advantage of well established,
extended networks to distribute heroin throughout the western United States. These
criminal groups also control distribution at the wholesale level. They are not generaily
involved in street sales that often are managed by local distribution groups.

(3) Methamphetamine. Over the past few years, international organized crime groups have
revolutionized the production and distribution of methamphetamine by operating large-
scale laboratories in Mexico and the United States (in particular Southern California)
capable of producing unprecedented high-purity quantities of the drug. These
organizations have saturated the western and mid-west U.S. market with
methamphetamine. The amount of methamphetamine seized in transit from Mexico to
the United States increased dramatically beginning in 1993. In 1993 and 1994, 306 and
692 kilograms, respectively, were seized in the United States along the border. During
1995, 653 kilograms were seized. By comparison, only 6.5 kilograms were seized in
1992.

The major methamphetamine trafficking organizations operating in Mexico and the
United States regularly demonstrate their flexibility and adaptability, modifying
smuggling routes and methods as needed to ship drugs into the United States. The
primary points of entry into the United States for methamphetamine produced in Mexico
are San Ysidro and Otay Mesa, California. The most common method of transporting
methamphetamine across the border is via passenger vehicle.

(4) Marijuana. Marijuana from Mexico (either grown in Mexico or transshipped
through Mexico from other source countries such as Colombia) accounts for a
significant proportion of the marijuana available in the United States. Most of the
marijuana smuggled into the United States across the Southwest Border is concealed
in vehicles - often in false compartments - or hidden in shipments of legitimate
agricultural products. Marijuana is also smuggled across the border by horse, raft,
backpack, and sporadically by private aircraft. Shipments of 50 kilograms or less are
smuggled by pedestrians who enter the United States at border checkpoints, and
backpackers alone or in “mule” trains who cross the border at more remote locations.
Larger shipments, ranging up to multi-thousand kilogram amounts, usually are
smuggled in tractor-trailers or rail cars.

The coordination challenge. The individual policy formulation, resource allocation and
operational activities of all federal drug-control program agencies support the goais and
objectives of the National Drug Control Strategy. There are also effective interagency
coordination initiatives, such as the Department of Justice-Department of Treasury Border
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Coordination Initiative, the multi-agency Southwest Border Initiative, the Organized Crime
Drug Enforcement Task Force (OCDETF) program, and the Special Operations Division for
coordination the region. In ONDCP’s view, however, we can always improve coordination
of strategic objectives to produce the desired results along this vulnerable border. The
departments and agencies with border control responsibilities are moving to achieve this
improvement.

Presently, there are five departments concerned with drug control-related issues in the
Southwest border region: Treasury (drug interdiction, anti-money laundering and anti-
firearms trafficking); Justice (drug and immigration enforcement, prosecutions);
Transportation (drug interdiction); State (counter-drug cooperation with Mexico); and
Defense (counter-drug support), with Treasury and Justice having principal border control
responsibilities.

Drug intelligence is currently provided by individual departments, as:-well as by
organizations such as Director of Central Intelligence’s Crime and Narcotics Committee
(CNC), the El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC) and National Drug Intelligence Center
(NDIC). In addition, ONDCP oversees the Southwest Border High Intensity Drug
Trafficking Area (HIDTA) that encompasses the entire 2,000-mile border one to two
counties deep. The SWB HIDTA is divided into five regional counter-drug partnerships of
federal, state and local enforcement agencies. With the exception of DEA, the counter-drug
mission for all federal agencies is not the sole core mission.

o The federal response. There has been substantial reinforcement of federal drug-control
efforts along the SWB. During the past six years, the administration has significantly
increased the federal presence along the SWB. For example: Customs’ budget for Southwest
Border programs has increased 72 percent since FY93; the number of assigned DEA special
agents has increased 37 percent since FY90; the number of assigned INS agents has almost
doubled since FY90; DOD’s drug control budget for the Southwest Border has increased 53
percent since FY91; and the number of Assistant U.S. Attorneys handling cases in the
Southwest Border region has increased by 80 percent since FY90.

e PART II - Ideas for Improved Coordination

The problems our law enforcement officials face in stemming the flow of drugs across the
Southwest border are significant but not insurmountable. Twenty-three separate federal agencies
and scores of state and local governments are involved in drug-control efforts along our borders,
air, and seaports. Improved coordination can ensure unity of effort from national policy to state
and local levels with case-centered criminal investigations. The departments of Justice and
Treasury and other agencies with responsibilities along the Southwest border continue to
enhance their collective capabilities in this vulnerable region to achieve this result. Timely
dissemination of information can allow agencies to target trafficking organizations more
effectively. An ongoing review of the counterdrug intelligence system is addressing this
requirement. -
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All cross-border movements are subject to inspection. We cannot, however, paralyze
commerce and travel to search for contraband. Non-intrusive inspection technologies that are
cued to high-risk cargo by intelligence are being deployed to keep drugs out of legal commerce.
Access roads, fences, lights, and surveillance devices can prevent the movement of drugs
between ports of entry while serving the legal, economic, and immigration concerns of the
United States, Canada, and Mexico. We must continue to make appropriate staffing investments
to ensure adequate numbers of trained, adequately paid, and well-equipped inspectors, agents,
investigators, and prosecutors. In 1998, for example, the Border Patrol hired a thousand
additional agents. We must ensure adequate staffing resources throughout the entire border
security system.

On September 7, the Director met with The Interdiction Committee to share his assessment
of interdiction challenges facing the United States in source, transit, and arrival zones. The
Interdiction Committee discussed with the Director the tasking in the Classified Annex to the
International Drug Control Strategy to develop an arrival zone interdiction plan. As a result of
these discussions, the TIC agreed to:

. Develop a comprehensive threat and operational assessment for the Southwest border
within six months that will include discussion of international trafficking
organizations, routes, and methods moving illicit drugs across the Southwest Border.

. Complete as soon as possible thereafter a comprehensive interagency plan for the
Southwest Border that is responsive to the threat and that includes recommendations
on operational concepts and improvements in coordinating structures.

The TIC will provide these recommendations to the Attomey General, the Secretary of
Treasury, and the Director ONDCP by next Summer.

ONDCP has tabled the following eight issues for interagency consideration:

1. The need for threat-based operations. Available information about the drug threat is
fragmented and incomplete. It is difficult to obtain a succinct, up-to-date assessment of the
drug threat either along the entire border or in any specific state or sector. Too often
inspectors and other drug law enforcement agents are operating without up-to-date tactical
intelligence. We must construct a system that anticipates trends, projects actions by drug-
trafficking organizations, and that allocates resources accordingly. This is true not only at
the tactical level (i.e., within individual POEs) but also across the entire border. Thisis a
priority issue under consideration as part of the counterdrug intelligence architecture review.

2. The need for greater drug-control effectiveness. Although we have been introducing
additional inspection resources at the border over the past several years, we have not reliably
increased our ability to screen trucks and other large conveyances. In 1997, we inspected
1.09 million of the 3.54 million commercial trucks and railcars that crossed into the US from
Mexico. In just 6 incidents, cocaine was found within the commercial cargo contained by
these trucks and railcars. The challenge is to develop the indicators that will lead to a higher
probability of contraband discovery per vehicle checked. The greater the confidence we have
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in selecting the appropriate vehicles for inspection, the more effective we can be in starving the

drug trade, while at the same time allowing legal commerce to speed to market. The
inspection process must be supported by intelligence-driven processes, which employ
emerging technologies to conduct non-intrusive searches.

The need for improved drug-control coordination. Twenty-three separate federal
agencies and scores of state and local governments are involved in drug control efforts along
our borders, air, and seaports. Improved coordination can ensure unity of effort from
national policy to state and local levels with case-centered criminal investigations.

The need for drug-control synchronization. As Federal drug-control agencies reinforce
their efforts, they must consider the effects of their actions on other Federal, state, and local
agencies. Too much or too little emphasis on any component of the overall drug control
effort without corresponding adjustments elsewhere detracts from overall effectiveness. For
example, increasing the number of inspectors and agents without a corresponding increase in
capabilities within the prosecutorial and detention systems can create system overload. For
example, increasing the number of inspectors and agents without a corresponding increase in
capabilities within the prosecutorial and detention system can create system overload. The
Nation's criminal justice is currently experiencing this overload -- court dockets are
oversubscribed, U.S. Marshals and guards are stretched, and the Nation's prison system is
overcrowded by an estimated 31 percent. This Administration has, and with the support of
Congress will continue to, make law enforcement a top funding priority both for front-line
law enforcement and for the essential prosecution and detention functions -- without which
front-line law enforcement becomes a hollow threat. Ensuring the proper component balance
and capabilities along the Southwest Border is a matter of intense and continuing
management and oversight by the Justice Management Division and the Attorney General.

The need for more drug-control inspection capability. Even as commerce and movement
between the United States and Mexico has rapidly expanded in recent years, the Federal
ability to properly screen all movement has not increased commensurately. Federal
resources do not have to increase in proportion to the number of movements. Federal
technical capabilities, however, must say abreast of the requirement to prevent drugs from
being hidden among increasing cross-border traffic.

The need for good U.S. - Mexico drug-control bilateral relations. The United States has
been blessed with peaceful relations with its two North American contiguous neighbors
throughout the majority of its history. Seldom have nations lived in such harmony along
such expansive borders. But the relations between sovereign nations cannot be taken for
granted. Only through dignified and proper relations that evince respect for sovereignty can
we hope to preserve the beneficial contacts that have long endured. The great common
ground we have with Mexico in regard to the illegal drug trade is the recognition that neither
country can tolerate wanton violation of the rule of law. Neither society can tolerate the ruin
and destruction that the drug trade brings. We must build on this mutual recognition and
forge relationships that allow us to develop common purpose in reducing the demand for
drugs and foiling criminal traffickers.
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7. The need to confront drug corruption. America is well served by its dedicated law
enforcement officers. Selfless service, physical courage, devotion to duty and integrity mark
the record of their accomplishments. However, a society that spends more than fifty billion
dollars on illegal drugs produces corruption on both sides of the border. Individual
corruption is always a possibility. Left unchecked, it can lead to systemic corruption. It is
necessary on both sides of the border to create a system of checks and balances to guard
against corruption. The men and women of U.S. law enforcement who work so diligently to
uphold the law and the people they serve deserve such supporting anti-corruption
mechanisms. Southwest Border HIDTA Partnerships, Southwest Border Anti-Corruption
Task Forces, multi-agency efforts combining FBI, DEA, USCS, the DOJ Office of Inspector
General, the agencies” internal affairs offices, and the federal prosecutors, have been
established to confront this threat on the U.S. side of this border.

8. The need to integrate related drug-control issues:

(a) International Trade. We are a trading nation. The importance of free trade across our
borders cannot be overestimated. We must stop drugs. However, we must continue to
facilitate the free exchange of goods, which forms the underlying basis of our economy.

(b) Immigration. Any effort to better coordinate federal counter-drug efforts along the
Southwest Border will simultaneously affect federal immigration-control efforts.
Presently, the Border Patrol estimates that 18 percent of its activities have a drug nexus.
Drug-trafficking organizations capitalize on the illegal flow of people to camouflage and
transport drugs. Any effective drug-control regime must also stop the uncontrolled
movement of people moving money, drugs and weapons across the Southwest Border in
both directions.

(¢
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Arms trafficking. The illegal drug trade also generates a demand for weapons in both
Mexico and the United States. The demand for illegal weapons in Mexico is essentially
satisfied through the illegal exportation of weapons from the United States and other
nations. Federal drug-control efforts must also address this problem and appropriately
support Government of Mexico efforts to stem the illegal flow of weapons from the
United States to Mexico.

(d) Money laundering. One of the most pernicious effects of drug trafficking is the way in
which money laundering distorts the economy of affected areas. Federal drug control
efforts must deny traffickers the profits of their trade to both deter trafficking as well as
to safeguard legitimate business.

PART III - Seven Initiatives To Improve Drug Control Efforts Along the
Southwest Border

The following seven initiatives will make it increasingly difficult for illegal drugs to flow
through Mexico to the United States across the Southwest border.
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1. The Border Coordination Initiative. The Department of Justice and the Department of
Treasury and their subordinate enforcement agencies with responsibilities along the
Southwest Border continue to enhance their collective capabilities in this vulnerable region.
Recognizing a number of existing shortcomings in law enforcement on the SWB, both
departments developed an alternative plan in September 1998. The certerpiece of this Joint
Justice/Treasury plan is the Border Coordination Initiative (BCI).

The Border Coordination Initiative is based on the proven success of the Customs
and INS Port Management Model, pioneered in San Ysidro, California, and calls for
specific changes and improvements in port coordination, in intelligence, and in
enforcement along sectors between ports. BCI has the additional benefit of building
on the efforts of the two agencies (Customs and INS) most clearly responsible for the
security of the Southwest Border, without complicating reporting or support
relationships.

Port Management. A Customs and INS Port Management Model that will streamline
enforcement, traffic management, and community partnership plans at each of the SWB’s
twenty-four POEs.

Investigations. A unified strategy for SWB seizures that capitalizes on investigative
enforcement operations at and between POEs and the dissemination of investigative
intelligence to enhance inspections.

Intelligence. Joint intelligence teams staffed with personnel from Customs and INS with
enhanced local intelligence collection and intelligence products focused on drug interdiction,
illegal aliens, currency, and document fraud.

Technology. A joint technology plan to capitalize on future technology advances while
making better use of existing capabilities.

Communications. Inter-operable, secure, mutually supportive, wireless communications
through coordinated fielding, joint user training, compatible systems, and shared frequencies.

Aviation and Marine. Joint air interdiction operations and the identification of opportunities
to share air and marine support facilities.

2. The High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) Program. HIDTAs are regions with
critical drug-trafficking problems that harmfully affect other areas of the United States.
These locations are designated by the ONDCP Director in consultation with the Attorney
General, heads of drug-control agencies, and governors. There are currently thirty-one
HIDTAS, including five partnerships along the Southwest border. HIDTAs assess regional
drug threats, design strategies to address the threats, develop integrated initiatives, and
provide federal resources to implement these initiatives. HIDTAs strengthen America’s drug-
control efforts by forging partnerships among local, state, and federal law enforcement
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agencies; they facilitate cooperative investigations, intelligence sharing, and joint operations
against trafficking organizations.

3. Port and Border Security Initiative. This initiative seeks to reduce drug availability by

preventing the entry of illegal substances into the United States. The initiative covers all
U.S. ports-of-entry and borders but focuses on the Southwest border. Over the next five
years, this initiative will result in appropriate investments in Immigration and Naturalization
Service (INS) inspectors and Border Patrol agents, Customs’ agents, analytic, and inspection
staff, improved communication and coordination between Customs and INS, employment of
advanced technologies and information management systems, and greater U.S.-Mexico
cooperation.

Harnessing Technology. Technology is an essential component in the effort to prevent drug
smuggling across our borders and via passenger and commercial transportation systems.
Technology can help stop drugs while facilitating legal commerce. Automated targeting
systems can analyze databases to assess the likelihood that a particular individual, vehicle, or
container is carrying drugs. Non-intrusive inspection devices can detect drugs; X-ray
systems inspect the inside of cars, trucks, or containers while high energy neutron
interrogation systems measure the density of tires, fuel tanks, panels, and cargo. Technology
can also prevent trafficking in unoccupied spaces. The Immigration and Naturalization
Service’s Integrated Surveillance Information System/Remote Video Surveillance
(ISIS/RVS) project, for example, is improving the Border Patrol’s effectiveness between
ports of entries along the Southwest border. This initiative will increase inspection
capabilities at all vulnerable ports of entry.

Technologies are being developed for improved intelligence to disrupt drug trafficking
organizations and for advanced non-intrusive inspection systems to interdict shipments
before they enter the United States. ONDCP’s Counter-Drug Technology Assessment Center
(CTAC) has established a Counterdrug Technology Transfer Program (TTP) to demonstrate
the impact and benefit of advanced systems developed for the operational inventories of the
Federal law enforcement agencies to state and local law enforcement organizations.'

Congress has appropriated twenty-six million dollars in the past two fiscal years (FY98 &
FY99) for TTP. CTAC has delivered 892 pieces of equipment to 631 state and local law
enforcement agencies. The Southwest border states of California, Arizona, New Mexico, and
Texas have been provided 262 pieces of equipment as shown in Table 1. To ensure the
greatest benefit to these agencies, the TTP also provides users hands-on training and limited
maintenance support to all recipients.

The technologies being offered were readily integrated into the operations of these state
and local agencies and have contributed to improved counterdrug operations. The result has
been an increase in drug-related arrests with a dramatic improvement in officer safety at each
agency. It was found that in many small jurisdictions, the departments could not have
obtained the transferred technology without the assistance provided by this program. The

i

= The FY1998 appropriation for ONDCP directed CTAC to establish the Counterdrug Technology Transfer Pilot

Program (TTP).
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typical police department spends eighty-five percent of its budget on salaries and personnel
costs; the remainder is allocated for vehicles, fuel and equipment. That leaves almost
nothing for state-of-the-art technology. The comment of one officer that "the only way we
could get this kind of technology was to win the state lottery!" succinctly summarizes the
success of the program. The technologies provided by the program have been reported to be
crucial to the safety of the community with respect to combating illegal drug use.

Based on the level of requests received for technologies so far, we project that the
program will receive 1,000 requests for equipment from 350 agencies over the next year.
The experience gained during the previous 18 months in working directly with LEAs in the
TTP has confirmed that most agencies, regardless of size, can more effectively address their
challenges by deploying the counterdrug technologies and training offered by this program.
To that end, there continues to be a deficit in the technological capabilities of LEAs
nationwide. To address the deficit, an expansion and continuation of the program would
place much-needed technology in the hands of front-line officers, investigators, and analysts
in the LEAs.
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TABLE 1 - TRANSFERS BY CTAC’S TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER PROGRAM

Technology Total | SW
Border

Tactical Tools to Support the Officer

Drugwipes - Surface residue drug test kit 169 67

Body Wom - Miniaturized covert audio device 81 21

Mini-Buster/ Mini-Buster Probes - Portable contraband detection kit/ fiber 153 64

optic probes associated with the portable contraband detection kit

Small Look - Miniaturized video surveillance system 55 14

Thermal Imager (Handheld, Lenses, and Vehicle) — Handheld infrared 320 76

imaging surveillance system; lenses associated with the infrared imaging

surveillance system; vehicle mounted Infrared imaging surveillance system

Vapor Tracer - Drug detection and identification instrument 50 0

Complex Case Building Systems

AG-SMS - Air and/or ground covert vehicle tracking system 19 9

Borderline - Telephone intercept monitoring and recording system for Title IIT 10 2

investigation

Data Locator — Client/server package that provides secure sharing of law 1 0

enforcement data and intelligence

GLADYS — Software used to analyze phone/cellular billing records 0 0

Money Laundering Software - Software used to detect suspicious financial 8 2

transactions

Signcutter - Covert vehicle tracking system with mapping display 14 4

TACSCAN — Voice identification system 5 0

Video Stabilization - Video image enhancement system 6 2

Wireless Interoperability - Interagency radio communications system 1 1
892 262

a) Total
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Off-the-shelf technologies, including canines and hand-held drug detectors, have been
deployed successfully along the Southwest Border with funding provided to U.S. Customs
Service last year. Since CTAC was established, Department of Defense and U.S. Customs
Service have been working with CTAC to develop and test advanced non-intrusive
inspection (NII) technologies to rapidly inspect vehicles and containers for drugs at the port
of entry with a special emphasis on the Southwest border. These systems employ x-ray,
gamma-ray and neutron interrogation technologies. Current Southwest border deployments
of large scale NII systems are:

v Eight fixed truck x-rays at Otay Mesa (CA), Calexico (CA), Pharr (TX), El Paso (TX),
Ysletta (TX), Nogales (TX), Laredo (TX) and Brownsville (TX).

v Two mobile truck x-rays at Laredo (TX) and Brownsville (TX).
v One fixed gamma ray inspection system (VACIS) at Santa Teresa (NM).

Customs has developed a five-year technology plan for the entire Southern Tier. The
plan includes the following systems along the Southwest border:

Sta te | Mobile Rail Vehicle | High Energy | High Energy Total
Truck | Gamma | Gamma | Truck X-Ray | Heavy Pallet
X-ray | (VACIS) | (VACIS) X-ray
CA 7 2 6 2 4 21
AZ 7 1 3 1 1 13
NM 2 1 3
TX 18 5 12 6 10 51
Total 34 8 22 9 15 88

5. Drug control cooperation with Mexico. The governments of the United States and Mexico

both recognize that international drug trafficking and related crimes extend beyond national
boundaries and exceed the capacity of any nation to face them in isolation. At their meeting
in May 1997, presidents Clinton and Zedillo agreed to produce a common anti-drug strategy
to set forth clear binational goals and signed a Declaration of Alliance. The U.S. - Mexico
High Level Contact Group (HLCG) released a US-Mexico Bi-National Drug Strategy in
February 1998, which identifies 16 major areas of cooperation. To implement this strategy,
we have established working groups on Demand Reduction , Money Laundering, Arms
Trafficking, and Chemical Control. To support the strategy, we have identified 147
supporting performance measures of effectiveness (PME’s). Tangible examples of this
ongoing cooperation follow:

v With support from ONDCP and SAMHSA, community anti-drug coalitions along the
US/Mexico border are working with colleagues in Mexico to reduce substance abuse.

14
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For example: The San Diego County, Border Project worked with Tijuana authorities to reduce
the incidence of San Diego teens traveling to Tijuana to drink by almost 32 percent.

v" NIDA is developing a binational Website so that American and Mexican researchers and
substance abuse experts can exchange information, post new research, and keep one
another updated.

v" A new “substance abuse” working group has been added to the US/Mexico Binational
Commission (BNC).

v’ Last year, our Department of Education sponsored two regional conferences (Yuma, AZ
and San Diego) where educators and researchers from the US and Mexico shared
information about effective drug and violence prevention programs.

v The first U.S.-Mexico Demand Reduction Conference was held in El Paso, Texas, March
18-20 1998. A second conference was held June 23-25, 1999 in Tijuana, Mexico. A
third conference will be held next April in Tucson Arizona. These conferences bring
together prevention and treatment experts and reinforce cross-border demand reduction
cooperation. Recommendations from the first conference were translated into PMEs for
the binational U.S. — Mexico drug control strategy.

v" CSAP has created a new Southwest Border Center for the Advancement of Prevention
Technology — to transfer knowledge about effective prevention strategies to states and
communities along the border, integrating research from both US and Mexico.

6. Review of Counterdrug Intelligence Architecture. Drug intelligence and information
collection, analysis, and dissemination are essential for effective drug control along the
Southwest border. An extensive interagency review of counterdrug intelligence activities
was conducted during 1998 under the auspices of the secretaries of Defense, State,
Transportation, and Treasury, the Attorney General, the Director of Central Intelligence, and
the Director of National Drug Control Policy. The review suggested how federal, state, and
local drug-control efforts could be better supported by drug intelligence and law-enforcement
information. An interagency plan is being drafted to implement the recommendations that
resulted from this comprehensive review.

7. Working with the Private Sector to Keep Drugs Out of America. Agreements with the
private sector can deter drug smuggling via legitimate commercial shipments and
conveyances. As the primary drug-interdiction agency at ports of entry, the U.S. Customs
Service is implementing innovative programs like the air, sea, and land Carrier Initiative
Programs (CIP), the Business Anti-Smuggling Coalition (BASC), and the Americas Counter-
Smuggling Initiative (ACSI) to keep illegal drugs out of licit commerce. These initiatives
have resulted in the seizure of 168,000 pounds of drugs since 1995.
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CONCLUSION

The flow of drugs across the Southwest Border has not been significantly curtailed despite
tactical success that have caused changes in smuggling routes and techniques. Drug trafficking
and violence remain persistent and there are growing threats to border region residents. The
obstacles our law enforcement officials face in stemming these threats are significant, but they
are not insurmountable. Our substantial investments along the Southwest Border are beginning
to pay off. Future success is dependent on adjusting existing drug-control organizations to better
support ongoing federal, state, and local law enforcement efforts. Harnessing emerging
technology is a must.

The Southwest Border is the principal avenue for illegal drug trade into our country. We
must anticipate that the greater our success at the Southwest border, the more drug traffickers
will attempt to penetrate elsewhere. Therefore, we must see our efforts to improve drug control
at the Southwest border as but one step in the process to safeguard all our borders from illegal
drugs. We should learn from our successes and failures, applying these lessons to future efforts
to stem the flow of transnational illegal drugs into our country. Federal, state, and local
authorities in the Gulf Coast, Puerto Rico and the U.S. Virgin Islands, South Florida,
Northeastern and Northwestern United States, and in the Great Lakes region are facing similar
organizational and coordination challenges as they seek to stop the flow of illegal drugs into the
United States.

In the end, we must try to stop drugs everywhere they threaten to enter the United States.
But since the Southwest border is at the moment the most porous part of the nation’s borders, it
is there that we must mount an immediate, determined, and coordinated effort to stop the flow of
drugs. We must do this. And, at the same time, we must anticipate where further efforts will be
needed along the border to address traffickers’ varying methods of bringing illegal drugs into the
United States.
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Mr. Mica. Thank you, General, for your statement and testi-
mony. A couple of questions, if I may. First of all, one of the points
that you raised was that there was not a point of contact for the
local officials, local and State officials. We have many Federal
agencies involved in this effort, and we do have the problem of the
lack of someone, say, in charge. Who would you recommend be in
charge? If not you, then who? How would you structure this?

When we were at the Southwest border, we heard problems of
lack of communication, lack of coordination, and complaints about
inter-agency turf wars. It seemed like there was no one in charge.
You said that there is no point of contact for local officials to go.
It appears that the Federal agencies are in disarray, with a lack
of coordination, and each operating independently. How could we
better structure this to put somebody in charge of these efforts?

Also, we have this HIDTA structure. We have a number of
HIDTAs along there. Should it be based around those efforts? But
again, somebody in charge, or somebody coordinating this massive
effort: Is it possible, and how should we do that?

General MCCAFFREY. Mr. Chairman, one of the interesting as-
pects, when you start looking at the problem, there is something
floating around called the “Burkhalter Report, 1988,” done for Vice
President George Bush. It is not a bad snapshot of the problems.
We are working on the same problems today in 1999.

I do not think there is any particular magic to this. And let me
again reiterate, just in the 4-years I have been privileged to watch
this process, we have more resources, more technology, better intel-
ligence, better coordination among Federal law enforcement, and
better coordination across that border. I would argue it is still inad-
equate.

And although I think it is a weak analogy, I would almost sug-
gest, we went a couple of hundred years in the military service of
the United States where no one had the authority to coordinate the
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marines, until Congress passed a law
and told us to do it. So I would argue for

Mr. MicA. So are you recommending—And again, we are looking
for solutions. Maybe we need to pass a law that says there must
be a joint approach that someone is in charge. Would you do that
on a unified basis across the board, or in divisions, or a combina-
tion, so that there is some structure?

The problem is, again, you have a half-dozen, maybe a dozen,
Federal agencies, local efforts, National Guard: again, just multiple
partners and participants, but nobody really in charge. Plus, your
focus has been to improve technology and intelligence. We are
doing both, and I think we are making some progress in that area.
But we have a mass of people that we have sent to this border, and
they seem to be all going off in their own direction—and again,
lack of some structure.

Again, any specific recommendation as to how you tier this struc-
ture and organize it?

General MCCAFFREY. I would like to offer a couple of comments.
First of all, what I would not try and do is start over and create
a single border agency for the U.S. Government. It cannot be done.
We would waste years fighting with each other. So I would recog-
nize that there will be, and should be, separate Customs Service,
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INS, DEA, et cetera, with their own budgets, manpower, unions, et
cetera.

The second thing is, I would not assert that we need operational
direction at the border; that is, somebody in command of the DEA-
Customs investigations, et cetera. Law enforcement and prosecu-
tion, particularly through the HIDTA, do extremely well pulling to-
gether complementary investigations.

I do believe the problem is that there is no coordinator for any
given POE or any sector of the border for Federal authorities. I still
go to a border crossing, and I get a brilliant briefing by the port
chiefs for the Customs Service, the INS, the Department of Agri-
culture, and anyone else who is there, the National Guard Bureau,
et cetera. There ought to be a coordinator. In my view, that should
be the U.S. Customs Service. Because primarily, what we have at
the POE are millions of people and vehicles with the economic vi-
tality of these two huge nations at stake.

In sectors of the border, it seems to many of us that the Border
Patrol is the obvious logical actor to coordinate Federal law en-
forcement efforts, and to do so in cooperation with Mexican au-
thorities. We have thousands of National Guard troops out there,
engineers, military intelligence, supporting the effort. The Depart-
ment of Interior, Transportation, and other Federal agencies have
huge responsibilities. Somebody has to coordinate it.

And then finally, I have argued that El Paso already has Joint
Task Force Six. You are going to have Brigadier General Dorian
Anderson, one of our better soldiers we have on active duty. That
is where we coordinate military support. We have EPIC there, the
intelligence center. We have “Operation Alliance” there, where we
try and broker law enforcement demands on the feds. A lot of the
activity is there. I think there ought to be a border coordinator for
counterdrug activities.

Mr. MicA. Thank you. One final question. You have mentioned—
well, we talked about cooperation among our agencies and local of-
ficials and that structure. One of the other elements of this has
been—and the Administration has put an emphasis on it—coopera-
tion among and with Mexican officials along the border.

I am really concerned, dismayed, at recent reports I have had as
recently as the last week, for example, along the Baja Peninsula.
It appears that that State or province has basically been taken over
by narcotraffickers, that the situation is basically out of control as
far as corruption. There have been hundreds of deaths. And the
corruption runs from the lowest level to the highest level.

I am also concerned even with reports we have had in the last
week. This Mario Mossieau, who committed suicide, he implicated,
I guess, in his suicide note that even the Presidency of Mexico may
be compromised. We have had testimony from a Customs official to
that effect in a prior hearing that we had.

Are we able to deal with these folks at all in some efforts to
make some meaningful cooperation? Or are we dealing with the
drug dealers and narcoterrorists at every level with Mexico today?

General MCCAFFREY. Mr. Chairman, first of all, I think what we
ought to do is watch what people do, not what they say. What we
are trying to do is achieve the best possible defense of the Amer-
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ican people by working with Mexican actors who we think are pro-
ducing results for us.

I think it is unarguable that when we deal with the Mexican At-
torney General, with Mr. Mario Herran, who is the head of their
counterdrug law enforcement effort, when we deal with the Min-
ister of Defense and others, they are cooperating. There are actors
who we can talk to and share intelligence with, and we are doing
just that.

Concerning the Mexicans, clearly, their people are getting mur-
dered and kidnapped and brutally tortured. They are fighting back.
When we pulled “Operation Impunity”—one brilliant piece of work
by Customs, DEA, and others, with the FBI involved in it—we did
work with Mexican authorities during that investigation. As you
know, they seized more than 12 tons of cocaine, $20 million, tons
of marijuana, and arrested almost 100 people. And we were able
to keep that one reasonably close hold.

We have watched the Mexican Navy arrest at sea with two gi-
gantic cocaine seizures. That is a fact. They have done that. We
have watched the Mexican Army and police on their southern bor-
der, which is where they are putting their x-ray machines, down
on their Guatemalan-Belize border. They have bought a couple of
hundred small boats, and they are trying to seal off from the south
entrance to Mexico.

I think they are serious about it. Now, at the same time, it has
never been more dangerous inside Mexico or on that border for
United States law enforcement and Mexican law enforcement. One
of the officers this morning told me the Mexican smugglers now get
murdered if they do not get through. So these people and their
families are at risk, they are armed, and they are dangerous. They
are dangerous to the Beta Group in the south on the Mexican side
of the border, and they are dangerous to our law enforcement offi-
cers. And we are losing local and Federal law enforcement officers.

So I think it is a very challenging situation. But, yes, the Mexi-
cans are working with us; and, yes, we are achieving results from
it.

Mr. MicA. Thank you.

Mrs. Mink.

Mrs. MINK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The issue is really quite
mind-boggling. We have a dizzying array of individuals, agencies,
local, State, Federal, involved in this whole matter of trying to
bring under control the invasion of these drugs that are coming
across our border.

And if we read back or read through the transcript of your testi-
mony this morning, I think we would pick out quite a number of
places where you indicated that we were not doing enough, that we
could do better, that we looked forward to better coordination or
better efforts on the part of the Federal Government to look at this
as a truly national problem, and not to leave the local and State
officials dry in terms of intelligence and other kinds of technical as-
sistance which might make their work more effective.

So having said all of that, and understanding that the problem
is very complicated, I am somewhat dismayed that you do not rec-
ommend that we institute some one agency or individual in charge
of the Southwest border. I do not believe, frankly, that by having
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task forces, meetings, joint ventures and more coordination, or even
one chief coordinator, you are going to find a solution to all of these
areas which you have enumerated today as being areas of major
deficits on the part of the national government.

So I would like you to address that point. How could a coordina-
tor do any more than what is already being done in joint task
forces and HIDTAs and all these other operations that we have put
into effect, from whom we have heard; each one indicating the
maximum efforts that they are putting and trying to achieve their
potential? And yet, when you as the person in charge of all of this
overview recite to us these major deficits, it seems to me it is time
for %s to consider some very bold and much more decisive com-
mand.

This is an invasion, and I regard it that way. And I do not think
that we can say coordination is the answer.

General MCCAFFREY. I think I basically agree with your senti-
ments. I think that in 1997 I went to the President and laid out
the problem and gave him the general shape of how we ought to
move ahead, and he agreed at that point, and so did the White
House Chief of Staff. What we are trying to do now is struggle with
23 Federal agencies, and in particular four major departments of
government, to come to a common viewpoint.

These are professional people, by the way. This is not a lack of
intelligence or responsiveness. It is not narrow-minded behavior.
These are professionals who are very concerned about some very
different institutional missions. The Border Patrol is not like the
U.S. Marshals Service, which is not like the DEA mission.

Mrs. MINK. Yes, but we cannot allow those bureaucratic defini-
tions which we have to deal with——

General MCCAFFREY. Yes.

Mrs. MINK [continuing]. To come to a point where it interferes,
interrupts, creates a barrier from effective interdiction of all of
these things coming across.

General MCCAFFREY. Right. I think much of this can be solved.

Mrs. MINK. It seems to me like somebody has to be in charge to
solve those problems.

General MCCAFFREY. You are certainly talking to a person whose
background——

Mrs. MINK. Well, I was going to suggest that you start this, in
terms of how the military might approach this

General MCCAFFREY. Yes.

Mrs. MINK [continuing]. From an overall command post.

General MCCAFFREY. I think a significant move forward would
be if there was a Federal coordinator from the same department of
government.

Mrs. MINK. We have the authority to make a decision.

General MCCAFFREY. Well

Mrs. MINK. I do not mean to load on you today, General.

General MCCAFFREY. Yes.

Mrs. MINK. But I just feel so frustrated

General MCCAFFREY. Yes.

Mrs. MINK [continuing]. In getting to these hearings, and hear-
ing the people discuss the issues, and this myriad of complexities
and different agencies, different responsibilities. And it is agonizing
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to know that we do not have that ability to put it all together so
that somebody can help that small sheriff-

General MCCAFFREY. Yes.

Mrs. MINK [continuing]. In a small town get the intelligence that
he needs, which is available, in order to do a better job.

General MCCAFFREY. It goes beyond that. Basically, if you are a
sheriff in a county or a police chief, or a Mexican law enforcement
figure, who is it you are supposed to go to to begin the process of
coordination? And since we have jurisdictions that are not congru-
ent—the DEA, the FBI, the Border Patrol, the Customs Service do
not have the same jurisdictions.

Mrs. MINK. Well, I could not even tell you what it is. If somebody
came to me, I would have to call up four people.

General MCCAFFREY. Right. I share your concern. I think coordi-
nation is required. I am not sure we can ever get to command; nor
do I believe it is required. But I think we do need to move forward.

Mrs. MINK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MicA. Mr. Hutchinson.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. General, good morning to you. Just following
up a little bit, you mentioned the Burkhalter Report of 1988. What
did it say in reference to coordination among our Federal agencies?

General MCCAFFREY. Let me, if I can, extract from it what they
recommended, because times have moved on and some of this is
not entirely appropriate. The problem is, I would argue, they
rented a very bright admiral and had him study the issue. He cap-
tured some findings that are remarkably similar to what I am now
telling you. And 10 years later, we still have not overcome the co-
ordination shortfalls that he identified in 1988.

Mr. HurcHINSON. What you are saying is, we have made enor-
mous strides in the coordination—at least, that is my impression
of law enforcement as a whole—through the HIDTAs, and through
the drug task forces. There is more coordination between the agen-
cies, but there is not any central command post.

General MCCAFFREY. Right.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Is that correct?

General MCCAFFREY. Neither at the POEs, the ports of entry;
nor in the sector; nor in the Southwest border.

Mr. HUuTCHINSON. How much authority do you have?

General MCcCAFFREY. Considerable: For budgets, for policy. We
have managed to pull together intelligence architecture. We have
managed to pull together a coherent technology initiative. So a lot
of that is moving in the right direction.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. On the budget side.

General MCCAFFREY. I have to certify everybody’s agency budg-
ets, and if they are not found adequate I can decertify them and
order them to reconsider. I have to certify the department budgets.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Do you have authority to certify increases? Do
you have authority to recommend cuts?

General MCCAFFREY. Indeed.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I mean, that should be a lot of leverage, 1
would think.

General MCCAFFREY. I think it is. That is why I think the budg-
ets and the technology and the manpower are moving in the right
direction. There are more people, more x-ray machines. Coordina-
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tion architecture is better. I do not want to miss that, and that is
why I read into the record huge increases in U.S. attorneys present
on the border, 80 percent; 72 percent increase in Customs man-
power.

We are aware of an appreciative congressional response to our
initiatives for 5 years running now. But I have also tried to outline
for you the shortfalls. The shortfall is, there is still no coordinator
at El Paso, TX, for Federal counterdrug efforts.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I think your point is right on target. I think
there is agreement that there is a need there. But you indicated
that we waste too much time trying to combine or put someone in
charge. You pulled back from really having a coordinator with
power and punch. You are saying a coordinator of information, and
that is pretty weak. So how strong do you want to go in this re-
gard?

And you mentioned Customs. Would your office not be in a better
position to provide coordination than Customs, for example?

General MCCAFFREY. I think everything works better from the
bottom-up than the top-down. So the thing I am most worried
about is having a coordinator at each POE. I would rather have
that than anything else.

Then the second thing I would rather have is somebody in the
States of New Mexico, California, et cetera, who is the Federal co-
ordinator for counterdrug efforts on the Southwest border in that
State.

Finally, I would like to see somebody parked in El Paso, using
the manpower of EPIC, Alliance, and Joint Task Force Six, who is
charged only with watching the Southwest border and coordinating
our counterdrug efforts.

I want to be a policy guy; not an operational person. If Congress
wants to change the law, I have spent most of my life in charge
of things; I am a policy, budget, and spokesperson now. It will not
happen here in Washington.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. To accomplish that coordinated office, would it
take legislative effort, or can it be handled at the administrative
level?

General MCCAFFREY. I have been trying to achieve it through di-
alog and logic.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. OK. I yield back. I thank the General for his
comments.

Mr. MicA. Thank you. Mr. Reyes.

Mr. REYES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to first say that
I agree with the General, in terms of the necessity to have a coordi-
nator. But let me, perhaps, put it in perspective of the context of
how you are approaching a coordinator, as my colleague from Ar-
kansas said, of information, and why not additional authority. Let
me first give you some personal experience and personal frustra-
tion, and why I think it is very important that we do have a coordi-
nator has some authority and decisionmaking capability between
the Federal agencies.

One of the big frustrations, even today, as a Member of Congress,
is the fact that INS, even though we fund them for technology, can
take that money and use it for something else. We know that Bor-
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der Patrol, for example, is going to be falling short by some 650
agents in hiring the required 1,000 agents this year.

In addition to that, there are gaping holes on the border where
they do not have the elementary type sensors that have been
around since I served in Vietnam some 30 years ago.

So part of the issue is in following three examples: The ability
of the border coordinator, border director, however we want to
phrase it, to be able to dictate to INS that money that is to be
spent for manpower or for technology be done accordingly.

Part of the directive should be that if we have identified a short-
fall with the U.S. Marshals who are charged with transporting our
prisoners and making sure they show up for trials, et cetera, and
if there is a shortfall, this coordinator should be able to have some
influence over additional marshals, relocation of marshals, those
kinds of things, to the border area.

The last thing is a tremendous shortfall in U.S. attorneys and,
by extension, Federal judges; although we get into another arena
when we talk about confirmation of Federal judges. But the issue
from my perspective—and I am talking from about 13 years frus-
tration as a chief patrol agent—is we have a situation where border
law enforcement agencies work together, not by design, but by the
capability of individual chiefs, directors, special agents and all, to
get along and to say, “Look, our resources are finite, so we do more
if we work together.” This is well and good, if everybody is on the
same page; but oftentimes, they are not.

In regards to the issue of the port of entry, General, I think you
are on target. We need one agency in charge of each port of entry,
so they can make staffing decisions, so they can make decisions in
terms of strategies and things along those lines.

I appreciate your position, because in my conversations with
members of the administration, I know that the administration is
opposed to your idea of a coordinator.

Mr. Chairman, that is something that we ought to seriously take
a look at from a congressional perspective. Because if we leave it
to the different Cabinet-level individuals, there is a possibility of
turf battles right on the front lines of the war on drugs, and I have
seen those same kinds of turf battles up here in the political and
in the bureaucratic arena.

So I would hope that we, as a Congress, take a look at this. If
we need to change the law, let us change the law. Because in the
long term, every year the issue of certification comes up. We tend
to project our frustrations, in the case of the Southwest border,
onto Mexico. I, for one, want to commend General McCaffrey for
every year standing up and saying, “Look, the Mexicans are paying
a tremendous toll for their role in the war on drugs, and we ought
to be looking at ourselves.” This is an opportunity for us to look at
ourselves, and to do something meaningful.

The last thing I would like to ask the General by way of a ques-
tion is, General, when we came up in 1992 with the HIDTAs, and
we had five original HIDTAs, they were a priority in order to com-
bat narcotics. From then to now, we have gone from 5 to 31, as you
mentioned yourself.

In my mind, one of the frustrations is that if everything is a pri-
ority, then nothing is a priority. They are no longer focusing in on
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areas like El Paso and the Southwest border in terms of funds and
the ability for agencies and your office to provide the extra re-
sources.

I do not have anything against other parts of the country being
able to participate, but I think their participation is at the det-
riment of those areas that are on the front lines. I would like your
comment on HIDTAs going from 5 to 31 today, and perhaps 40 or
50 next Congress.

General MCCAFFREY. Mr. Congressman, I think your comments
are basically on the money. If I may, on the subject of coordination
versus being in charge, I think we ought to go for what we can re-
alistically achieve. I see no possibility of getting the various com-
mittees of Congress, the various departments of Federal law en-
forcement, to agree to place a person in operational control of mul-
tiple Federal agencies. I do not think it is achievable.

And by the way, from the start, the President of the United
States and the White House Chief of Staff have been supportive of
me trying to organize, as best I can, agreement among competing
interests. I think where we might get is to have a coordinator, the
Customs Service, at the POEs, and a coordinator, Border Patrol, in
sectors and States. So I would like to move in that direction. But
if you think more is achievable, I would listen very carefully to
your own viewpoints.

Mr. REYES. Well, General, if I could just interrupt you for a mo-
ment. In 1993, I was told that we could never control the border,
when we put “Operation Hold the Line” and redefined the strategy
from one of chaos and apprehension to one of prevention.

General MCCAFFREY. I agree. If we put the manpower, the tech-
nology, the intelligence, and fencing in place, we can regain law
and order control of our border, working in cooperation with Mexi-
can authorities. I think we can do that.

And the HIDTAs, Mr. Congressman, are working spectacularly.
I would argue they would work with or without Federal dollars, be-
cause smart cops do cooperate, and the prosecutors do. I go to these
HIDTASs in the Northwest and Minnesota and New York City. You
have given me enormously increased money. In 1991 it started
with five HIDTA’s, $46 million. Now the total amount of money for
all the HIDTAs is $186 million. I am an unabashed supporter of
the HIDTA process.

I do believe we need to be careful that this is not micro-managed
by congressional actors, where the budget is placed for political rea-
sons in support of certain programs. I think we are on the edge of
losing control of it. You passed a law and told me to identify where
HIDTASs should exist and to recommend to you that process, and
then you asked me to identify the budgetary recommendations. I
am getting way too much help on this process.

Mr. MicA. I think we are going to have to turn to one of the
other congressional actors. I appreciate your response.

Mr. Souder.

Mr. SOUDER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I wanted to make a cou-
ple of comments, and I have a few questions that I will put to-
gether and that you can address because they are similar.

One is that I think anybody who looks at the numbers can get
so frustrated that they say—and this is what we are starting to
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face at the grassroots level—“Well, this does not do any good.” That
is simply not true, as you have pointed out.

Let me make first a political statement. I believe that in the first
few years of this administration, drug use in this country soared,
as we backed up. But I also believe that, just like your recent sta-
tistics you put out, we have made some progress in the last few
years. It will take a lot more progress just to get us back to 1992;
but at the same time, since you have been working aggressively in
your office and given an organized public forum, and as this admin-
istration has joined with us in the fight, we in fact have made
progress.

And it is not true for people to say that we have not reduced
drug use in the United States, or reduced violent crime in the
United States. It is just very hard and very expensive. And the
more pressure we put on, in effect, the marginal costs become
greater. But I think it is very important to always have that in the
record, that in fact we have been making some progress now for
the last few years. It is not true that we are “losing” a drug war.
We have in fact been gaining ground. We just lost so much ground
that it is hard to get it back.

Second, every time we visited Mexico or South America, there is
no way to separate. I want to put a couple of facts into the record.
Our exports to Mexico surpassed United States exports to Japan,
now making Mexico the second-most important export market after
Canada. We are Mexico’s predominant trading partner, accounting
for 85 percent of Mexican exports and 77 percent of their imports.
We are the source of 60 percent of their direct foreign investment.

There is no way we are going to stop this trade process. I say
that as somebody who has had skepticism about NAFTA all the
way along, and who 2 days ago just lost another plant of 450 well-
paid employees to Mexico; which now makes my record going about
every 30 days getting a plant closing in my district, moving to Mex-
ico. But the fact is, that is not going to reverse itself. We have to
figure out how to best deal with this.

And when you have the amount of trade we have, and the immi-
gration—in my district, I have seen a massive increase in the num-
ber of Mexican immigrants, because our unemployment rate is at
2.5 percent and the industry needs them. And we might as well ac-
knowledge that we are having some major things interacting with
the border control that make this question a very complicated one,
both international and domestic.

Now, I have a few questions that relate. I, too, am hopeful. You
said there were nine extraditions. And I believe we have made
some progress on the Mexican nationals that have been extradited
on drugs. That is one of the things we are really watching.

A second thing is, in the vetted units, is there anything we can
do to accelerate that process, in training, in additional dollars? Be-
cause it is clear we cannot control this just on our side of the bor-
der; yet, there are nationalist things in Mexico that we can and
cannot do. You referred to the importance of intelligence dollars.
Does that include boosting dollars related to tips? What things can
be done? You said they are working at the Guatemalan and the
southern border, but we really need their help at the northern bor-
der as well.
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And my last question is—and that kind of ties in with the intel-
ligence question—as we have seen in Miami, they moved to the air-
ports and other things. As you have said, they are smart. In other
words, wherever we put the pressure, they put around. Is it intel-
ligence and some of the things like that you are putting emphasis
on? And could you identify a little more what you mean by that?
Because the general assumption that many of us have is that is ex-
actly what is happening: Wherever we put the pressure, they ad-
just to that.

So what are some ways to directly deal with that problem? Are
there specific requests regarding intelligence, their vetting units,
their dollars, things we can do to help strengthen their side of it,
in addition to continuing to put the money into our side?

General MCCAFFREY. The extradition process, Mr. Congressman,
I would ask you permission to submit for the record a statement
on how we are doing this year. There was one huge challenge to
us and Mexico concerning cooperation: they got a bad court case
they are trying to deal with. Essentially, it appeared to be barring
further extraditions of Mexican nationals, in accordance with their
own Constitutional restrictions. Mexican authorities are trying to
work to deal with this in accordance with their own laws.

But I believe there is a common agreement on both sides of the
border that we will not allow a fugitive from justice to violate our
laws or theirs and hide on the other side of the border. I think we
are continuing trying to work that successfully. And the two Attor-
neys General have secure phones in their offices, and they do talk
about not policy, but court cases, by name, “How are we going to
get this criminal suspect extradited to the other country?”

Vetted units: They are doing better. The sort of gross number is,
they have now vetted 6,000-some-odd people. They have flunked a
little under 1,000. They are trying to conduct oversight of their own
law enforcement agencies. But there are huge institutional chal-
lenges to them building law enforcement operations that will work.

There are vetted Mexican law enforcement military and police
units and intelligence units that are working in cooperation with
United States authorities, and that is something we ought to be
proud of. At the same time, there is, as we understand, massive
corruption implicit in local law enforcement, and in some cases in
the judicial system. It is something to be dealt with, and I do not
think we are going to see our way around that for a generation.

When it comes to intelligence, I think we are making some enor-
mous progress. In an open hearing, with your permission, I will be
a little bit cautious about what I say. We are identifying
vulnerabilities of these criminal systems. CNC, the CIA, acting as
sort of the executive agent, has brought together—we have periodic
inter-agency meetings: How are we going to target these people,
collect evidence? How do we then disguise where we are getting it?
How do we then find cuing systems so that U.S. law enforcement
authorities, to include the Coast Guard, are tipped off, without be-
traying sources and methods? Then we are arresting people.

This process is working. There are huge seizures going on. And
this is, by the way, not just United States-Mexican cooperation;
this is global authorities. We are working very closely with Euro-
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pean Union partners, with Thai authorities. Probably in a closed
session we would be glad to lay out more of that.

I think we are moving in the right direction. Funding is an issue,
and one that we have developed some new thinking that may re-
quire new ways of looking at resources.

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, if I may just make one small com-
ment with that? If we can look at a discussion of what we can do,
I do not know that we can afford a generation. I mean, I under-
stand why you are saying that, as far as changing their law en-
forcement. If there are any things we can do to accelerate that, in
boosting the pride, exchange programs with our police academies,
ways to give awards through other means to get it to the Mexican
Government to build the pride and income in their law enforce-
ment. Because, I mean, a generation does not do much for us. And
yet, I understand that unless we kick that process, that is exactly
what we are looking at.

General MCCAFFREY. Yes, I get your point.

Mr. MicA. Thank you, Mr. Souder.

I am going to go to our vice chairman, and then I will go to you
two gentlemen, if you do not mind. Mr. Barr, you are recognized.

Mr. BARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. General McCaffrey, it is al-
ways an honor to have you here, and we appreciate your work, and
I do personally very much, in support of our overall drug effort. Al-
though I was not here to hear your direct testimony, I understand
you commented on and provided some guidance and thoughts on
creating a better coordinating structure for our Southwest border
region. I think your ideas have a lot of merit, and I appreciate your
providing those to us.

Several years ago, when I served as the United States Attorney
in Atlanta, we had the problem of trying to extradite individuals
from Colombia to the United States. The Colombian Government at
that time paid a dear price for beginning the process of trying to
extradite some of their drug traffickers to the United States. They
do not just have to deal with harsh words down there, the people,
they bomb and kill large numbers of people, including supreme
court justices and political figures.

One of the very first individuals that was extradited up here to
the United States was a cartel money launderer, and he was extra-
dited to Atlanta. We had him under indictment there. Shortly
thereafter, though—and I do not recall exactly when it was—Mar-
ion Barry was seen on international TV with the undercover tapes
doing cocaine. And then shortly after that, the verdict was ren-
dered in his case, in which I think he was convicted of a mis-
demeanor and did a small amount of time.

That had a direct and very negative, almost a chilling effect—un-
derstandably so—on the willingness of the Colombian Government
to stick its neck out to extradite individuals up here, because of the
feeling that, “The U.S. is not really serious about fighting drugs in-
ternally, where you have—" as I remember seeing traffic “—where
you have the Mayor of your own Nation’s Capital doing drugs and
basically getting a slap on the wrist.” It really chilled the process
that was beginning to move forward before that time of starting to
extradite some of these k